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I042 
Sierra Wildlife Coalition  

Sherry Guzzi  

December 21, 2015 

 

IO42-1 The comment states that statements related to preserving the 6,376-acre East Parcel are 

not correct because only 670 acres of the East Parcel are zoned for development. Please see 

response to comment IO16-6. As explained in that response, if the MVWPSP is approved the 

preservation of the East Parcel as open space would be ensured initially by Specific Plan 

Policy OS-3, which requires that the East Parcel be preserved as permanent open space by 

August 2020. Ultimately, the preferred mechanism for the preservation is acquisition by a 

land trust. The comment states that it is misleading to label the West Parcel as adjacent to 

Northstar. Again, please see response to comment IO16-6 regarding comments on the 

Specific Plan. The West Parcel is located immediately south of Northstar, and is therefore 

more proximate to existing development than the East Parcel. The comment recommends 

denial of the project and cites conclusions of the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project. 

IO42-2 The comment suggests that disturbance or loss of common vegetation communities and 

wildlife habitats is not less than significant as concluded in the Draft EIR and that proposed 

development on the West Parcel would disrupt an important wildlife corridor. Potential 

impacts to a full suite of common and sensitive biological resources, including vegetation 

communities and animal movement corridors, were analyzed and described in the Draft EIR. 

As required for the Draft EIR, potential impacts on these resources were evaluated based 

specifically on the significance criteria described on pages 7-39 to7-40. Regarding effects on 

common biological resources and animal movement corridors, for purposes of the Draft EIR, 

an adverse effect alone does not necessarily constitute a significant impact; significance and 

the need to mitigate are based on the magnitude and intensity of the effect relative to 

existing conditions and were evaluated based specifically on the established significance 

criteria. Impact 7-5, beginning on page 7-53 of the Draft EIR, analyzed potential direct and 

indirect effects on special-status species, reduction of habitat, or restriction of range of 

wildlife species or interference with the movement of native resident or migratory wildlife 

species or wildlife corridors. The commenter’s assertion that the East Parcel is not nearly as 

critical is not substantiated. As described in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR, the East Parcel 

contains 414.7 acres of sensitive habitats (see Draft EIR Table 7-13) and provides valuable 

connectivity to and between large open space areas important for wildlife habitat and 

migration. Known, sensitive biological resources on the East Parcel are listed in Table 7-3 

and mapped in Exhibit 7-2b.  

IO42-3 The comment states that disturbance or loss of sensitive habitats, including wetlands and 

riparian habitat, is significant. The comment also states that the preliminary wetland 

delineation conducted for most of the project needs to be verified before the EIR is approved, 

and that the option of contributing to a wetland mitigation bank as part of the recommended 

mitigation for impacts to riparian habitat “will not in any way mitigate …” impacts to these 

resources locally.  

 The Draft EIR quantifies the estimated maximum amount of sensitive habitats that could be 

affected under project implementation and concludes that the loss or degradation of these 

sensitive habitats would be a significant impact, and proposes mitigation accordingly. A 

preliminary wetland delineation was completed in June and October 2014 for the entire West 

Parcel and the entire East Parcel; however, verification of the preliminary delineation by the 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has not occurred prior to the preparation of the Draft 

EIR. Potential wetlands and other waters of the U.S. within the offsite utilities corridor have 
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not been delineated prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR. Verification of potential 

wetlands by USACE, precise quantification of impacts on jurisdictional wetlands based on 

detailed project designs, and compensation for impacts to achieve a no-net-loss would be 

part of the permitting process for the project and is a requirement of Mitigation Measure 7-

2a (Conduct delineation of waters of the United States and obtain authorization for fill and 

required permits). Although this measure would need to be implemented and relevant 

permits must be secured prior to project construction (as a condition of approval), 

completion or verification of a wetland delineation is not a requirement for approval of the 

EIR, particularly for a program-level environmental review.  

 Regarding the adequacy of contributing to a mitigation bank as mitigation for impacts to 

riparian/wetland resources, the comment appears to refer to Mitigation Measure 7-2b 

(Obtain and comply with a lake and streambed alteration agreement; compensate for 

unavoidable loss of stream and riparian habitat). This mitigation measure requires the 

project developer to compensate for permanent loss of riparian habitat at a minimum of a 

1:1 ratio through contributions to a California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

approved wetland mitigation bank or through the development and implementation of a 

Compensatory Stream and Riparian Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for creating or restoring 

in-kind habitat in the surrounding area. This mitigation measure applies to impacts on 

stream and associated riparian habitats regulated specifically by CDFW. The appropriate 

compensation approach would be identified and developed in consultation with CDFW during 

the Streambed Alteration Agreement permitting process, as necessary, based on the specific 

location, amount, and types of impacts, and in consideration of available compensation 

opportunities locally (e.g., restoring in-kind habitat) or otherwise (e.g., through participation in 

a wetland mitigation bank).  

IO42-4  The comment states that the potential impact related to direct or indirect effects on special-

status wildlife species, reduction of habitats or restriction of the range of wildlife species, or 

effects on wildlife movements or corridors (Impact 7-5) is more than “potentially significant” 

as concluded in the Draft EIR, and that proposed mitigation for impacts on special-status 

species are inadequate. The comment also objects to the inclusion of the phrase “to the 

extent feasible” in portions of the proposed mitigation measures, asserting that it creates a 

loophole to allow nonexecution of the measures. The general comment does not describe 

why the impact would be greater than potentially significant. For purposes of the Draft EIR, 

the conclusion of “potentially significant” is essentially the same as a “significant” finding; 

both conclusions require mitigation to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level (see 

page 4-2 of the Draft EIR). The term “potentially” was used in light of uncertainty regarding 

whether the proposed project would actually affect some of the special-status species 

analyzed in the Draft EIR. Determining a species’ potential for occurrence and whether 

project implementation could affect a special-status species was based primarily on the 

types, extent, and quality of habitats (i.e., habitat suitability) in the study area observed 

during the surveys; the proximity of the study area to known extant occurrences of the 

species; and the regional distribution and abundance of the species (i.e., whether the project 

area overlapped with the species’ known range). Any special-status species that could occur 

in the region and for which suitable habitat is present in the study area was conservatively 

assumed to potentially occur and be affected by project implementation.  

 Some mitigation measures proposed for impacts to biological resources state that some of 

the provisions would be implemented “to the extent feasible,” recognizing that detailed 

project designs have not been developed and unforeseen circumstances may affect whether 

certain elements of the proposed mitigation may be feasible from a design or 

implementation standpoint. However, in all of those cases, the mitigation measures provide 

alternative requirements for any provisions that may be identified as infeasible in the future. 

For example, Mitigation Measure 7-5a (Conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting special-
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status birds, and implement a limited operating period if necessary) states: “If an active nest 

is located during the preconstruction surveys, the biologist shall notify CDFW. If necessary, 

modifications to the project design to avoid removal of occupied habitat shall be evaluated 

and implemented, to the extent feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, appropriate buffers 

around nests and limited operating periods shall be established through consultation with 

CDFW to avoid disturbances during the sensitive nesting season.” In regard to the question 

as to whether the County would have the resources to implement such mitigation, the 

developer typically funds such mitigation and monitoring measures.   

IO42-5  The comment states that none of the species of concern identified in Assessment of 

Conservation Values, Martis Valley Opportunity East and West Parcels (CBI 2012) were 

evaluated in the EIR. These species include California spotted owl, northern goshawk, and 

Sierra marten (formerly American marten or Pacific marten).  

As described on page 7-2 of the Draft EIR, the Conservation Biology Institute (CBI) report (CBI 

2012) referenced in the comment was reviewed as part of the analysis. All of the species of 

concern discussed in the CBI report were addressed in the Draft EIR. The known and 

potential for occurrence of these species are described in Section 7.1, “Environmental 

Setting,” and Impact 7-5 on pages 7-53 to 7-60 of the Draft EIR describe potential impacts of 

project implementation on these species.  

IO42-6 The comment states that Cumulative Impact 7-6 (Disturbance or loss of common vegetation 

communities and wildlife habitats) would be significant because “the west parcel is a critical 

and irreplaceable wildlife corridor and connection, east-west along the ridge, and north-south 

over the ridge.” 

 Please see response to comment IO42-2, which applies to this comment as well. Cumulative 

effects related to habitat fragmentation and other impacts on wildlife movement corridors 

are also addressed in Cumulative Impact 7-10 of the Draft EIR.  

IO42-7 This comment on Cumulative Impact 7-7 (Disturbance or loss of sensitive habitat) asserts 

that the Draft EIR inappropriately compares the acreages of sensitive habitats on the West 

Parcel and East Parcel by including the entire 6,376 acres on the East Parcel, and states that 

a valid comparison would instead be of the amount of sensitive habitats in the proposed 

developable area on the West Parcel (662 acres total) and the MVCP developable area on 

the East Parcel (670 acres). The comment also states that the remaining 5,703 acres on the 

East Parcel that are not within the MVCP developable area would not be protected under the 

MVWPSP. 

 The Draft EIR objectively presents the acreages of sensitive habitats on the West Parcel 

(total), West Parcel 662-acre proposed development area, East Parcel (total), and East Parcel 

670-acre MVCP developable area; and it does not use comparisons of acreages between the 

East Parcel and West Parcel to support the impact analysis or significance conclusions 

regarding effects on sensitive habitats. The Draft EIR does state that the MVWPSP proposes 

to preserve the East Parcel, which includes substantial acreage of sensitive habitats; this is 

an accurate statement. The analysis describes and considers the whole of the proposed 

project, which includes development on the West Parcel and preservation of the East Parcel. 

However, for purposes of the Draft EIR analysis and significance conclusions, impacts on 

sensitive habitats on the West Parcel were not treated as being offset or mitigated by 

benefits of preserving the East Parcel. For example, Impact 7-2 (Disturbance or loss of 

sensitive habitats) concludes that the loss or degradation of sensitive habitats on the West 

Parcel would be significant, independent of benefits gained through preserving the East 

Parcel. The Draft EIR concluded that the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact on 

sensitive habitats (Cumulative Impact 7-7) would not be cumulatively considerable based on 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 Placer County 

3.5-470 Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 

existing regulations and proposed mitigation to achieve a no-net-loss of sensitive habitats, 

plus benefits of protecting habitat on the East Parcel.  

IO42-8 The comment states that the MVWPSP would adversely affect all wildlife species in the area, 

not just special-status species as were focused on in the impact analysis.  

Impacts to habitat for common wildlife species were addressed in Impact 7-1 (Disturbance or 

loss of common vegetation communities and wildlife habitats), Cumulative Impact 7-6 

(Disturbance or loss of common vegetation communities and wildlife habitats), and 

Cumulative Impact 7-10 (Cumulative direct or indirect effects on special-status wildlife 

species or reduction of habitats or restriction of range of wildlife species or interference with 

the movement of native resident or migratory wildlife species or wildlife corridors). See 

response to comment 1042-2, above regarding determinations of significance in the Draft 

EIR.  

IO42-9 The comment addresses the proposed project and refers to previous comments. See 

responses to comments IO42-1 through IO42-8. 
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I043 
Kathleen Stephens  

November 23, 2015 

 

I043-1 The comment expresses concerns related to fire danger and effects on the ecosystem. The 

environmental effects of the MVWPSP are discussed throughout the Draft EIR (see Chapters 

5 through 18 for an analysis of specific resources areas). Impacts related to wildland fire 

hazards associated with the project are specifically evaluated in Impact 18-4. See also 

Master Response 9 for a discussion of emergency response and evacuation. The comment 

expresses concern related to MVWPSP approval. The comment does not specifically address 

the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR; however, the Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project.  

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 

Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 3.5-473 

 
  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 Placer County 

3.5-474 Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 

I044 
Tahoe Area Sierra Club  

Cindy Ochoa, Chair  

November 2, 2015 

 

I044-1 The comment requests that the public review period be extended. The Draft EIR was 

released on October 22, 2015 for public review and comment for a 45-day period (ending 

December 7, 2015). The Draft EIR comment period was extended by 15 days, for a total 

review period of 60 days, ending December 22, 2015 (as identified on the County’s website). 

The additional review time is not warranted, and the Tahoe Area Sierra Club did submit a 

comment letter jointly with Friends of West Shore (see Comment Letter OI18). 
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I045 
Tahoe Rim Trail Association  

Mary Bennington, Executive Director 

December 18, 2015 

 

IO45-1 The comment includes an introductory statement, noting that comments are focused on the 

project’s potential impacts to recreational facilities. The comment states that the MVWPSP 

would increase the use of the Tahoe Rim Trail (TRT), which would increase the need for 

maintenance and rehabilitation. As noted in the comment, the Draft EIR recognizes that the 

TRT is an important recreational facility in the vicinity of the proposed MVWPSP, and 

discusses the TRT throughout Chapter 17 (specifically, see pages 17-3 and 17-4). The Draft 

EIR analysis does not assume no impact to the TRT, but rather determines that impacts to 

existing recreation facilities (including the TRT) would be less than significant based on 

substantial evidence provided in Impacts 17-1 and 17-2 (and other cited sections of the 

Draft EIR). The comment quotes a portion of the impact discussion from the impact 

summary, but the full impact discussion also discloses that some increase in the number of 

users is expected. The conclusion that the project itself would not result in an increase in use 

of the TRT such that additional physical deterioration would occur is based on several 

factors, including the availability of recreation resources. The comment does not offer 

additional evidence to support a conclusion that the project would result in greater physical 

deterioration of the TRT over that considered in the impact analysis on Draft EIR pages 17-13 

through 17-15.  

IO45-2 The comment raises concerns related to user-made informal connections to access the TRT. 

As noted in the comment, the MVWPSP proposes to establish trail connections to existing 

trails in consultation with NCSD and other organizations involved in trail development to 

identify the appropriate connection from internal trails to regional trail networks, as required 

by MVWPSP Policy OS-4 and identified in Impact 17-1 on page 17-13. The intent of such 

connections is to prevent multiple user-created trails.  

IO45-3 The comment raises concerns that the MVWPSP could change the user experience on the 

TRT. This concern is evaluated in Chapter 17, “Public Services and Recreation,” Impact 17-1, 

“Impacts on existing recreation facilities,” on pages 17-13 through 17-15. Therein, it is 

disclosed that recreationists could be exposed to new noises or changes in views of the West 

Parcel. However, the TRT is separated from the West Parcel development area by a ridge. In 

addition, a number of efforts would be undertaken during implementation of the MVWPSP to 

minimize visual impacts and noise impacts that could affect the experience of recreation 

users on lands surrounding the West Parcel. (See Chapter 9, “Visual Resources,” and 

Chapter 13, “Noise,” for analyses considering the proposed project’s scenic resources and 

noise impacts, respectively.) Implementation of MVWPSP policies would place the majority of 

the development in areas that are not visible from outside the MVWPSP site. As described on 

page 9-25 of the Draft EIR, several locations along the Tahoe Rim Trail were tested for 

visibility of the West Parcel development area. In all cases, a ridge (and substantial tree 

coverage) separates the trail from the development area and structures would not be visible. 

In one location the Tahoe Rim Trail is closer to the development area than the Fibreboard 

Freeway (KOP 3), so this location was given additional consideration. However, at this site, 

the development site would be above and behind a steep hillside, which would block the 

development from views from the Tahoe Rim Trail. Building materials would be selected for 

unobtrusive and non-glare characteristics. Colors and glazing of buildings would minimize 

visibility and blend with the character of the site, and new lighting would limit or minimize 

glare and light pollution (MVWPSP Policies ER-SR4 and ER-SR5). Noise-generating areas of 

the MVWPSP would be shielded or oriented away from noise-sensitive land uses (i.e., 

recreation users on lands adjacent to the project site) (MVWPSP Policy ER-N3). The comment 

also expresses concern related to recreation user experience as a result of nearby 

commercial uses, 75-foot-tall buildings, increased use of the Fibreboard Freeway and 
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increased traffic at nearby trailheads. The Draft EIR addresses these concerns as part of 

Impact 17-1 on page 17-14, including effects on user experience on the Fibreboard Freeway, 

but is revised as follows to clarify the project applicant’s involvement with trail development 

organizations and address the use of trailheads:  

As shown in Exhibit 17-1, several recreation trails are in close proximity to the West 

Parcel, including Northstar trails to the north and west, the paved Fibreboard 

Freeway south of the West Parcel development area, and the TRT south of the West 

Parcel development area. There are also approximately 16 miles of trails within the 

West Parcel that are currently leased by CNL/Vail Resorts for recreational purposes. 

The TRT Brockway Summit trailhead is located approximately a half mile southeast of 

the West Parcel. However, because the MVWPSP would construct internal trail 

connections to regional trails, substantial increased use of nearby trailheads is not 

anticipated. The Fibreboard Freeway and the TRT are located within the Tahoe Basin 

and are separated from the West Parcel by a ridge, which serves as a natural visual 

barrier between recreation trails and roads south of the West Parcel. As discussed in 

Section 17.1.1, “Recreation,” average daily use of the TRT in summer 2014 west of 

Brockway Summit and directly south of the West Parcel was 30 users and average 

daily use of the TRT east of Brockway Summit was 157 users. Implementation of the 

MVWPSP would increase the use of existing recreation facilities by introducing new 

residents and visitors to the West Parcel. Because it is estimated that only 20 

percent of the residential population would be full-time residents (see Chapter 3, 

“Project Description”), and because the MVWPSP project site and surrounding area 

contain extensive trail resources for use by residents and visitors, the project is not 

anticipated to result in an increase in use of these trails such that additional physical 

deterioration would occur. To minimize the potential for residents to establish new 

user-made trails, the MVWPSP would develop, in consultation with NCSD and other 

organizations involved in trail development (MVWPSP Policy OS-4), approximately 14 

miles of multi-use recreation trails on the West Parcel with connections to the trail 

system west of the West Parcel development area. 

This comment also recommends a Trail Partnership Agreement to monitor impacts on the 

TRT. Impacts on recreation facilities are determined to be less than significant as discussed 

in Draft EIR Impacts 17-1 and 17-2. Therefore, no mitigation is required. However, MVWPSP 

Policy OS-4 requires that the applicant work with organizations involved in trail development 

to identify the appropriate connections from internal trails to regional trail networks. The 

applicant will also continue to work with the TRT Association to address project-related TRT 

concerns.  

IO45-4 The comment recommends mitigation that would involve rerouting the TRT away from the 

MVWPSP, south of Fibreboard Freeway. Because impacts to recreation facilities are 

determined to be less than significant, as discussed in Draft EIR Impacts 17-1 and 17-2, no 

mitigation is required. Nonetheless, as required by MVWPSP Policy OS-4, the applicant will 

continue to consult with TRTA to address project-related TRT concerns.  

IO45-5 The comment notes opportunities for improvements to the TRT related to the proposed 

preservation of the East Parcel, but also notes concerns regarding changes in the character 

of the TRT due to the proposed development of the West Parcel. Please see responses to 

comments provided above. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the 

proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the project.  
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I046 
Scott Tieche  

December 7, 2015 

 

I046-1 The comment states that the EIR inaccurately suggests that 1,360 units were approved for 

development of the Martis Valley East property. The Draft EIR describes the existing land use 

designations and zoning on the East Parcel as defined by the Martis Valley Community Plan 

(MVCP), which designates approximately 670 acres of the East Parcel for Low Density 

Residential, allowing up to 1,360 residential units, another 6.6 acres is designated as 

General Commercial, and the remainder is designated Forest. The Draft EIR does not state 

that 1,360 units are approved for development on the East Parcel. Rather, the Draft EIR 

describes the 1,360 residential units on the East Parcel as “allowable” based on existing 

land use designations and zoning in the MVCP and Placer County General Plan. The 

proposed MVWPSP Project is a proposal to change the allowable land uses currently 

identified for the East and West Parcels. Therefore, discussion of the existing land uses and 

the development allowed by those designations is pertinent to the evaluation of the project’s 

impacts. Please see also response to comment IO18-5, regarding consistency of the 

MVWPSP with the Placer County General Plan and MVCP, as well as Master Response 3 

regarding Baseline.  
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I047 
Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management Association 

Jaime Wright, Executive Director 

Steve Teshara, Planning Advisor 

December 18, 2015 

 

IO47-1 The comment provides an introduction to the comments provided in the letter. Please see the 
responses below to the detailed comments to Letter IO47. The comment also expresses support 
for Mitigation Measure 10-5b, which involves joining and maintaining membership in the 
Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management Association (TNT TMA). The comment is noted.  

IO47-2 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently recognize the importance of 
multi-modal planning, but does not provide evidence as to what additional analysis or 
measures would be necessary. Transit services are described and addressed in Chapter 10, 
“Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR.  

As discussed in other responses to comments, the project proposes to implement a shuttle 
with the 340th unit. The shuttle would travel to local destinations, including Northstar. The 
project shuttle could be coordinated with other shuttles and transit service in the project 
vicinity. The County is in the process of updating the TART Systems Plan. The Plan would serve 
the “resort triangle” (Incline Village/Kings Beach/North Lake Tahoe/Tahoe City on the “bottom 
leg” of the triangle, Alpine Meadows/Squaw Valley to Truckee on the westerly leg, and 
Truckee/Northstar to Kings Beach on the easterly leg) with much more comprehensive transit 
service, including year-round nighttime service and many other transit enhancements. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-5a to establish a new Zone of Benefit or annex into a 
pre-existing Zone of Benefit would provide funding for improvements to transit along the SR 
267 corridor. By joining and maintaining membership in the TNT/TMA, via Mitigation Measure 
10-5b, the project would provide funding to advocate for enhanced transit and other forms of 
multimodal transportation.  Mitigation Measure 10-2 requires that the project pay its fair share 
of future improvements as outlined in the Tahoe Benefit District of the Countywide CIP; this 
includes the purchase of two transit vehicles, Tahoe City transit improvements, CNG upgrades 
at Cabin Creek for TART, and transit shelters at various locations.  

IO47-3 The comment requests the inclusion of TART ridership data that is now available for the 
summer of 2015. The Draft EIR included the ridership data available at the time of the 
analysis. Please also see response to comment IO41-46 regarding transit ridership estimates. 

The comment also explains that a Transit Vision for the Resort Triangle is being developed. 
Please see response to comment IO47-2, above.  

IO47-4 The comment expresses support for Class II bike lanes on SR 267 from the Nevada 
County/Placer County line to SR 28 in Kings Beach. The comment is noted.  

IO47-5 The comment expresses support for planning and construction of the Martis Valley Trail 
Project and suggests that the project should be required to help fund construction of a 
section of this trail. Such funding is not required to mitigate recreation impacts. The Martis 
Valley Trail is discussed in Chapter 17, “Public Services,” of the Draft EIR (see pages 17-4, 
17-13, and 17-21). For analysis of the project’s impacts related to recreation facilities, see 
Impacts 17-1, 17-2, and Cumulative Impact 17-6 of the Draft EIR, which are determined to 
be less than significant. Further, as stated on page 17-13, per MVWPSP Policy OS-4, project-
related trails that would connect to the Northstar trail system, including the Tompkins Trail 
and future Martis Valley Trail, would be coordinated with NCSD.  

IO47-6 The comment raises concerns regarding LOS impacts disclosed in Chapter 10 of the Draft 
EIR and urges Placer County to consider an alternative that reduces LOS impacts and has 
greater emphasis on transit. Please see Master Response 10 regarding project alternatives.   
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IO48 
Truckee River Watershed Council 

Lisa Wallace, Executive Director 

Michele Prestowitz, Program Manager 

December 21, 2015 

 

IO48-1 The comment expresses support for the transfer of development rights from the East Parcel 

to the West Parcel and preservation of the East Parcel, as proposed by the MVWPSP project. 

As stated on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, the commitment to preserve the East Parcel is a 

central component of the Specific Plan. For this reason, the Specific Plan includes policies 

ensuring that, if the Specific Plan is approved, the entire East Parcel would be permanently 

preserved as open space. These policies are included in Chapters 3 and 6 of the MVWPSP 

(Policies LU-2.2, LU-2.3, and OS-2).  

IO48-2 The comment expresses support for acquisition of the East Parcel by land trusts and for 

restoration in the East Parcel as a condition of approval. As stated on page 3-11 of the Draft 

EIR, the mechanism for preserving the East Parcel would consist of either (1) the sale of the 

East Parcel to a land trust or similar organization, or (2) recordation of a conservation 

easement restricting its use. The project proponents will consider the request and 

recommendations included in this comment; however, it is anticipated that if an easement is 

in place rather than acquisition by a land trust, then the East Parcel would continue to be 

commercially harvested, consistent with the Timberland Production zoning. Please see 

Response OI17-6 for a discussion of the land conservation easement.  

To the extent that the East Parcel is in need of restoration, this is an existing condition that 

would not be made worse by the proposed project, because no new uses are proposed for 

the East Parcel. Therefore, it is not necessary or required for the project to fund restoration 

efforts. 

IO48-3 The comment requests that the MVWPSP include the most robust standards for stormwater 

management and snow storage. As further described on pages 2-24, 3-25, 3-27 through 3-

29 of the Draft EIR, and in Chapter 15, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” the proposed onsite 

drainage would be designed to ensure that there are no substantial changes to the hydrology 

of the existing watersheds. BMPs to meet Lahontan RWQCB regulations would be installed at 

snow storage areas, and all snowmelt would be diverted to the MVWPSP drainage system. In 

addition, Appendix E of the MVWPSP provides a list of BMPs anticipated to be used to protect 

water quality.  

Project design and construction must comply with State and County standards for protection 

of water quality, as discussed in Impacts 15-1 and 15-2. As stated on pages 15-19 and 15-

21, mitigation identified in the Draft EIR would ensure that impacts related to water quality 

would be less than significant. The comment does not specify what additional measures 

would be appropriate. Given that adequate mitigation has been identified, it would not be 

necessary to apply additional conditions of approval on the project. 

IO48-4 The comment cites others’ concerns related to transportation, noise, and utilities, but 

supports the MVWPSP as an opportunity to fix water quality and habitat problems. This 

comment is acknowledged. 
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IO49 
Mike Urban 

November 28, 2015 

 

I049-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP. The comment does not specifically 

address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR, however. The Placer County 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding 

the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project.  
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IO50 
Ellie Waller 

December 14, 2015 

 

IO50-1 The comment provides an attachment that describes the process by which a ranching family 

placed conservation easements on their land, and how those easements have saved 

valuable wildlife habitat and migratory corridors while allowing families to remain on the land 

(page 7 of the attachment). The comment does not specifically address the content, analysis, 

or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The approach discussed in the attachment is similar to the 

intent of the proposed land conservation easement or land acquisition of the East Parcel—

the protection of habitat, including migratory corridors in perpetuity. If the land conservation 

easement is enacted, commercial timber harvesting would continue to occur on the site, so, 

like the ranch mentioned in the attachment, it would retain some economic value under TPZ 

zoning for the current owner. However, if the East Parcel is acquired by a land trust, it would 

no longer be used primarily for commercial timber harvest, and could be used for public 

recreation. 

IO50-2 The comment states that any use of lands in the Tahoe Basin must be approved by TRPA. No 

TRPA documentation is required for the MVWPSP, because no actions would occur in the 

Basin. All development would occur outside of the Basin. The use of Fibreboard Freeway as a 

secondary EVA would not require action by TRPA, because no ground would be disturbed and 

no change in use would occur. Please also see Master Response 2 regarding TRPA 

evaluation.  

IO50-3 The comment that TRPA should adopt a ridgeline ordinance is noted, but Placer County 

cannot compel TRPA to take action on any ordinance. As described above, the project site is 

not within the Tahoe Basin or under TRPA jurisdiction. 

 


